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I did not mention one that is most im-
portant to me, and that is doing what
is necessary to preserve a network of
family farmers in this country.

Again, there is a difference of opinion
about that. Some say if farmers are
worth saving, let the market system
save them. If the market system does
not provide a price that saves family
farmers, tough luck. So what, America
will get its food. Food comes from a
shelf, and it comes from inside a pack-
age. Farmers are like the little old
diner: They are kind of a nostalgic
thing, like the little old diner left be-
hind when the interstate came
through. It is fun to look back and see
that vacant diner and think of what
was, but we have an interstate now, we
don’t need to stop there.

That is how some feel. It is total non-
sense. Farmers produce more than
grain. They produce a community,
they produce a culture, they produce
something so valuable for this country,
and yet we are losing on this score.

We have a farm program that does
not work. We have family farmers
struggling to hang on by their finger-
tips because commodity prices have
collapsed. Our farmers put a couple
hundred bushels of grain in the truck
and drive to the elevator and the eleva-
tor operator says: This grain you pro-
duced doesn’t have much value. Almost
half the world is hungry, and probably
a quarter of the world is on a diet. We
have instability in places of hunger,
and our farmers are told: Your food
does not have value.

What a strange set of priorities. If
there is any one thing this country can
do to promote a better world and pro-
mote more stability in the world it is
take that which we produce in such
abundance—food—and move it to parts
of the world where it is needed for sur-
vival. What a wonderful thing for us to
do and do it in a way that gives those
who produce it a decent return.

We are able to do that with arms. It
is interesting, we are the largest arms
merchant in the world. The United
States is the largest arms merchant in
the world. We sell more weapons of war
than any other country. If we can do
that with armaments, we ought to be
able to do that with food.

Most of us in this Chamber have been
to refugee camps and places in the
world where people are dying. I held a
young girl who reached out of her bed.
I was the only one she had. I was only
going to be there a minute or two. She
was dying of hunger, malnutrition. I
can go anywhere in the world and see
this. It is happening every day.

My late friend Harry Chapin, who
was killed in 1981, used to say the rea-
son people dying from hunger is not a
front-page story is because the winds of
hunger blow every minute, every hour,
every day; 45,000 people; 45,000 people a
day, most of them children. It is not a
headline because it happens all the
time, and we produce food in such won-
derful quantity and are told it has no
value. We can do a lot better than that.

I did not mean to speak at length—I
will do so later—about agricultural
policy, but in terms of our priorities as
a country, as we think through all of
these issues—taxes, trade, reducing the
debt, and other priorities—and talk
about prescription drugs and Medicare,
about improving our schools and a
farm policy that works for family
farmers—all of these things represent
values. It is about values: Who are we,
what are we doing here, and what kind
of future do we want?

In conclusion, when I talk about the
economy, some say the economy is
what it is and what it will be; the mar-
ket system establishes the economy.
The market system is a wonderful allo-
cator of goods and services, but it is
not perfect. In some cases it is per-
verted. It needs a referee, a certain
structure. It needs rules and guide-
lines.

My thoughts are, our economy is
what we decide we want to make it. If
we want to make an economy in which
family farmers can make a decent liv-
ing, then that is the economy we can
have. Europe has it. Good for them. I
am not criticizing them. Good for
them. This economy is what we make
it. The tax policy is what we make it.

We need to think our way through
this. I do not intend to be partisan. We
have a new President. I like him. I
want to work with him, but I say to
him: You have given us a plan—that is
good—but it is not the only plan. It is
not the only idea. What we ought to do
is get the best of what everyone has to
offer. When people write to me and say
support the President, I say this is not
about the President, it is not about me;
it is about this country’s future: What
are the best ideas to ensure this coun-
try’s economic future? What are the
best ideas we can get from Republicans
and Democrats to ensure economic
growth and opportunity for all Ameri-
cans?

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, let
me first thank the clerks who have
been kind enough to notify me I might
come over at this time. I am most ap-
preciative of that courtesy. I will try
to keep my remarks short. I recognize
it is Friday afternoon and Members are
anxious to be on their way.

f

THE ENERGY BILL

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The purpose of ad-
dressing my colleagues today is to talk
a little bit about the energy bill. As
most Members know, a bipartisan bill
was introduced by Senator BREAUX and
myself some time ago. It was a very

comprehensive energy bill. It covered
all aspects of renewables, alternatives,
conservation, and also went into what
we think is very important, and that is
the issue of supply because what we
have in this country—and it is cer-
tainly evident in California and mov-
ing out to New York and other areas—
is we have increased consumption. In
other words, we increased demand but
we have not increased the supply.

This particular bill attempts to not
only, in the sense of renewables, en-
courage alternatives and conservation,
but it addresses how we can go back to
our conventional sources of energy and
try to do a more efficient job of ensur-
ing that they, too, continue to con-
tribute to our needs.

That sounds simplistic in one sense,
but in another it should be recognized
we have not been able to build a new
coal-fired plant in the United States
since the mid-1990s. It is not that we do
not have the coal or the method of
transporting the coal; it is simply a
matter of permitting and the difficul-
ties associated with meeting air qual-
ity and the costs associated with the
particular type of construction re-
quired to meet the new emission stand-
ards.

We have not built a new nuclear
plant in this country in over 25 years.
Nobody in their right mind would even
approach the subject because of, first,
permitting, but probably even more
pertinent is the difficulty of what we
do with the high level radioactive
wastes. We have been working out in
Nevada for the last decade building a
repository that is still 6 to 8 years
away, even though it is basically com-
plete today. The permitting is taking
that long. It is at Yucca Mountain. We
have expended over $7 billion.

My point is simple. As we address our
conventional sources, we find we have
eliminated them for one reason or an-
other simply because we have not had
the conviction to overcome the objec-
tions by some groups that do not want
to see nuclear and they do not want to
see coal. It is pretty hard to identify
what their contribution is to the rec-
ognition that we are short of supply.

You can go on into hydro, which is
renewable, but nevertheless there are
those who propose to take down hydro
dams in our rivers. Out west, if you
take down the dams, you close the riv-
ers to navigation. Then where do you
put the tonnage that goes on the riv-
ers? You put it on the highways.

We have also seen a tremendous in-
crease in natural gas consumption be-
cause that is the one area that our
electric producing entities can permit.
Nevertheless, we have seen gas prices
go from $2.16 per thousand cubic feet
last year to somewhere in the area of
$5.40 or $8.40 or whatever—it has dou-
bled; it has tripled. The realization now
is we are pulling down our recoverable
gas reserves faster than we are finding
new ones.

I am not suggesting we don’t have
more gas in this country, but we have
pretty much identified natural gas
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as the preferred fuel. Now we are find-
ing ourselves faced with higher prices
associated with that.

I have kept oil for the last provision
in our dependence because I think it re-
flects on a little different portion of
energy. America moves on oil. We do
not move necessarily on natural gas.
Our industry depends on natural gas,
our power generating on natural gas,
our homes by natural gas, but you
don’t fly out of Washington, DC, on hot
air. You fly out on kerosene in your jet
airplane, your bus, your ship. Unfortu-
nately, we have little relief in sight
from the standpoint of our dependence
being replaced by any other tech-
nology.

We talk about fuel cells; we talk
about wind, solar panels. We have ex-
pended about $6 billion over the last 5
years developing alternative energy.
While that development has made some
progress, the unfortunate part is it
still only reflects about 4 percent of
our overall general mix in energy
sources.

What we have attempted to do in our
bill, Senator BREAUX and myself, is to
concentrate to a large degree on in-
creasing the supply by using tech-
nology to develop more efficiently,
more effectively, with smaller foot-
prints.

We have also had a bill that has been
introduced. I would classify this at
least initially as a partisan bill intro-
duced by my good friend Senator
BINGAMAN, with whom I share responsi-
bility on Energy, as chairman of the
committee—he is the ranking mem-
ber—and Senator DASCHLE. They intro-
duced a partisan bill. The rationale be-
hind many of our initiatives is similar.
In the area of tax initiatives, they are
nearly identical. Both have marginal
wells, energy efficiency, renewable, ac-
celerating depreciation, infrastructure,
other nontax provisions, electric reli-
ability, and Price Anderson issues that
address liability on nuclear plants, and
alternative fuels.

However, there are some significant
differences. I would like to point those
out at this time.

There is very little in this bill about
existing older coal-fired plants that
generate a significant portion of the
energy in this country in the form of
electricity.

There is nothing substantial for nu-
clear. I have indicated that nuclear en-
ergy provides about 20 percent of the
power in this Nation. It is clean. It has
no emissions.

As a consequence, more and more
utilities are looking at American nu-
clear. But clearly we have to address
the waste issue.

There is no expedited procedure in
the Democratic bill for hydro reli-
censing, which we think is a necessity,
because in the interest of safety and ef-
ficiency hydro dams need to be reli-
censed in an expeditious manner.

Lastly, they have not included open-
ing up ANWR—that small sliver of
Alaska that we believe has the poten-

tial to decrease, if you will, substan-
tially our dependence on imported oil.
It will not replace it. I want to make
sure everybody recognizes that. It is
not the answer to California’s energy
problem. It never was and never will
be. But it certainly is the answer to
California’s dependence on oil because
all the oil that is produced in Alaska is
consumed in California, or the State of
Washington. Oregon has no refineries.
So a portion of the oil from Washing-
ton’s and California’s refineries go to
Oregon.

My point is a simple one. As Alaska’s
oil production declines, California,
Washington, and Oregon will continue
to need oil.

The question is, Where are they
going to get the oil? They are going to
bring it in from overseas in foreign ves-
sels, maybe from the rain forests of Co-
lombia or other areas where there is no
environmental consideration given for
the development of the field, or com-
patibility of the environment, or com-
patibility of the landmass where they
develop oil, or for the technology that
we mandate in developing our own oil
fields.

My point is, you might not like oil
fields. Prudhoe Bay is the best in the
world, bar none. The combination of
the environmental oversight by the
Federal Government and the EPA and
the State of Alaska is second to none.
Any spill of an ounce or more has to be
reported. Any foreign substance—even
throwing out coffee from a cup—re-
quires reporting. That may sound out-
landish, but that is the rule. That is
the law, and that is the enforcement.

As we look at the decline in produc-
tion from Alaska and recognize where
it is going, and factoring in the reality
that our oil under the Jones Act, which
mandates that the carriage of goods be-
tween two American ports must be in
U.S. flag vessels that are crewed by
union members, that are in ships built
in U.S. yards, which provides jobs for
Americans as opposed to foreign ships
that are coming in that aren’t built to
U.S. standards and don’t have the same
requirements of Coast Guard inspec-
tions, and so forth.

There is a significant issue for Wash-
ington, Oregon, and California.

The merits of opening ANWR speak
for themselves. Can you do it safely?
Clearly we can. We have the experi-
ence. Is the area at risk? Well, those
who are opposed to it would have you
believe that ANWR is at risk. But they
do not point out the reality that
ANWR is the size of the State of South
Carolina. It is roughly 19 million acres.
In that 19 million acres, we have set
aside 8.5 million acres in the wilderness
in perpetuity and another 9 million
acres has been set aside in the refuge,
leaving up at the top for Congress and
only Congress to determine what is the
so-called 1002 area consisting of 1.5 mil-
lion acres.

That is what is at risk—1.5 million
acres out of 19 million acres. And in-
dustry says if oil is found there in the

range that it believes exist—some-
where between 5.6 billion barrels and 16
billion barrels—the footprint would be
about 1,000, or 2,000 acres.

That is about half the size of the Dul-
les International Airport, to give you
some idea of the magnitude.

Is that permissible? We think it is.
Do we have the technology? We think
we do.

If the oil is there in that abundance—
10 million barrels a day—it would equal
Prudhoe Bay. Prudhoe Bay has pro-
duced for 27 years about 20 to 25 per-
cent of the total crude oil produced in
the United States. Now it is beginning
to decline. It has, nevertheless, exceed-
ed its production prediction which was
10 billion barrels. It has produced over
13 billion barrels.

My point is that ANWR and that par-
ticular field that is believed to be there
would be the largest oil field found in
the world in the last 40 years. Some
people say it is only a 6-month supply.
That is assuming all the rest of the oil
production stops. It is a ridiculous ar-
gument. It is similar to us saying that
Alaska is going to withhold develop-
ment of ANWR, and therefore you are
not going to have a 6-month supply of
oil. It is a ridiculous argument. It
needs to be tossed aside. It is amazing
that the media believes it is going to
take 10 years to develop. It is not going
to be 10 years. We can develop that in
3 years. We already have an 800-mile
pipeline. It utilizes half the capacity.
We need an extension of about 26 miles
of pipeline, which takes us from the
field on State land on the edge of
ANWR, and we can begin to produce
oil.

The difficulty I have with the Demo-
cratic bill is ANWR is not in it. I think
as we look at trying to find relief, we
have to look at home, and we have to
recognize that we can do it safely. I
have already indicated prominent jus-
tification for that.

The other issue is what is going on
with the economy. The economy in this
country is in the dumps. How much of
it is the cost, if you will, of increased
energy? Look at Fortune 500 fourth-
quarter earnings. They all indicate
that they were substantially affected
by the increased costs of energy. It af-
fected their bottom line. It affected
their employment. It affected their in-
ventory.

Again, it is an economic factor, and
it is a significant one as we look at the
contribution that this could make in
our own economy. It is a significant
creator of jobs.

There are virtually thousands and
thousands of jobs associated with open-
ing up this oil field. We don’t make
pipe in Alaska. We don’t make valves.
We don’t have the welders. It is esti-
mated that about 750,000 jobs are asso-
ciated with this effort.

I want to make sure everybody un-
derstands the significance of what it
means to the economy.

Finally, the national security inter-
ests of this country: when do we com-
promise our national security? At what
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point do we become so dependent on oil
imports that we compromise that?

I was asked that question. I said,
well, remember in 1973 and 1974 when
we had the oil embargo. We had gas
lines around the block. People were in-
dignant, and they were blaming gov-
ernment. We said we will never ap-
proach 50-percent dependence.

So we created the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve with a 90-day supply. We
never reached that goal. We reached
about a 56-day supply. When we pulled
our oil out under the previous adminis-
tration—about 30 million barrels—we
suddenly found that we didn’t have the
refining capacity to refine the oil. We
had to replace what we were importing
by opening SPR.

My point is we have restrictions in
our energy situation. And it is not lim-
ited to supply. It is partially limited to
the capacity we have because we
haven’t built a new refinery in this
country in 25 years. We shut down
nearly 100 in the last decade.

Here we find ourselves in a situation
where we fought a war in 1991. We lost
147 lives. We had 437 Americans wound-
ed. How quickly we forget. Who was
that war against? It was against Iraq
and Saddam Hussein. We are now im-
porting nearly 700,000 barrels a day
from Iraq. Yet we have flown 234,000 in-
dividual sorties over Iraq enforcing the
no-fly zone. We have been very fortu-
nate. We have not lost any men or
women. But they are shot at, believe
me. It is a very dangerous situation.

So here we become dependent, if you
will, in a few years, to a degree, on oil
from an aggressor, a tyrant. It is kind
of interesting to proceed a little fur-
ther with this evaluation of our na-
tional security interests. Because, as
we look to Saddam Hussein, what we
do is we take his oil, we refine it, put
it in our airplanes and go bomb him.
Maybe it is not that simple, but I think
there is justification for at least that
kind of a premise being rationalized.

What does he do with the money he
gets? He pays his Republican Guards to
keep him alive. And then he develops a
missile capability, a delivery capa-
bility, a significant biological capa-
bility. And at whom does he aim it? At
one of our closest allies, Israel. I don’t
know what that does to your digestion,
Mr. President, but it bothers mine.

Is it in our country’s national secu-
rity interest to continue to depend
more and more on imported oil? I do
not think so. We can reduce that dra-
matically. Currently we are 56-percent
dependent on imported oil. If Congress
authorized the opening of ANWR to-
morrow, we would send a signal to
OPEC that we mean business about re-
ducing our dependence. That would
send a strong signal. I think they
would increase production and the
price would drop.

However, we cannot seem to come to
grips with this problem because of the
environmental opposition based on
emotion, not sound science, based on
membership, pressure on members, the

realization that the environmental
community needs a cause, the realiza-
tion the environmental community
will not address its responsibility to in-
crease supply, if you will.

Why is that increase necessary? We
are simply using more energy as we
know and learn how to conserve more.
We are an electronic society. We move
on e-mails. We move on computers. We
are expanding. The requirements asso-
ciated with our structural society—in-
cluding air-conditioning—suggest we
are going to continue to use more.

They say we can conserve our way
out. We can no more conserve our way
out than we can drill our way out. We
need all the sources of energy. We need
the technology. And a significant por-
tion, as far as oil is concerned, is
ANWR.

So that is why, as we look at the four
issues—safety, yes, it can be done safe-
ly; the effect on the economy; the na-
tional security; and, most of all, the
attitude of the people in Alaska—75
percent support it. We have Native peo-
ple, Eskimos who are here in Wash-
ington, calling on Members saying:
Hey, this is a personal issue. We live
there. We live in the village of
Kaktovik, which is in ANWR. We have
a school there. We have a radar site
there. There are 227 people who live
there. We have a right to life and dis-
position on our own land and a right of
expression.

So when the environmentalists say,
it is an untouched Serengeti, they are
misleading the public. Most of ANWR
is untouched and will always remain
untouched. But this little segment
where the people live is the area where
the oil would be drilled.

So we are disappointed with the
Democratic bill because it does not in-
clude ANWR.

I have a couple more things to say,
and then I will try to wind this up.

In the Democratic bill, in our opin-
ion, there are extremely broad research
and development authorizations on the
issue of climate change provisions
which might be dealt with better in a
separate entity. We are all concerned
about global warming and concerned
about climate change. But the idea of
drifting towards a Kyoto accord, I
think most Members have indicated by
that vote last year of 98–0 that the pro-
posal before the Senate was simply un-
acceptable. The reason is, it would
allow the developing nations to catch
up with the developed nations instead
of the developed nations using our
technology to assist the developing na-
tions in reducing their emissions.

Finally, the Democratic proposal has
an inconsistency in one sense. It does
not address, as I have indicated, look-
ing for oil at home; namely, ANWR,
even though the residents of my State
support it, but it does propose lease
sale 181 in the gulf right off Florida.
The Democratic proposal states that
we should take the lead in meeting the
energy needs using indigenous re-
sources.

What I am saying is the Democratic
proposal opposes ANWR, which the
State of Alaska clearly supports, but
wants to force lease sale 181, which
Florida opposes—the Governor of Flor-
ida and the people of Florida—which is
a bit of an inconsistency. Perhaps
there will be an explanation on it.

They want to shut ANWR perma-
nently, but, by the same token, they
want to accelerate the export of Alas-
kan natural gas. That is kind of an in-
teresting comparison because there is a
difference of how we propose to develop
Alaska’s gas. They propose a section 29
tax incentive for production of natural
gas from Alaska.

It is interesting to reflect on what
section 29 means. Section 29 is designed
as an incentive for development of un-
conventional sources of energy, not
conventional sources.

What am I talking about? For exam-
ple, overlaying Prudhoe Bay, we have
what we call the West Sack Field. It is
larger than Prudhoe Bay, but the oil is
immersed in the sands, and the sands
are in permafrost, and the technology
of recovery is simply not in existence.
The oil is there.

So in our bill we have a proposed sub-
sidy for developing that technology.
We have, in our bill, under section 9, an
incentive for developing biomass tech-
nology, coalbed methane technology.
But surprisingly enough—and I do not
mean to kick a gift horse in the mouth
or the teeth or the behind or wherever
—they propose this section 29 in Alas-
ka’s potential natural gas develop-
ment.

Under our proposal, the Alaska nat-
ural gas project would not be available
for any type of section 29 subsidy.
There is a reason for that. In our case,
the gas has been found. We found 36
trillion cubic feet of gas associated
with oil development in Prudhoe Bay.
The geologists will not even get a rec-
ognition for finding a gas well. The em-
phasis was on an oil well.

So we found this gas. We discovered
it. Furthermore, we have produced it.
We produced it by pulling it out and re-
injecting it into the oil wells to get
greater recovery. So the gas is still
there. But to suggest that Exxon, Brit-
ish Petroleum, and Phillips are looking
for an incentive—a tax incentive under
section 29—I do not mean to speak out
of school, but we are just amazed they
would include a subsidy to big oil for a
project that is already proven, already
found. The technology is available. All
we need is the transportation to get it
out.

So, once again, we see Members of
Congress trying to determine what is
in the best interests of Alaska without
talking to Alaskans or understanding
our point of view or giving us the cour-
tesy.

Finally, for the record, we have had
long debates on this issue of whether or
not we could open ANWR safely. We
have had long debates on the issue of
our national security interests, of the
numbers of lives we have lost over oil.
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I remember Mark Hatfield, a very

senior Member of this body, from the
State of Oregon, saying: I would vote
for ANWR any day in the world if it
meant not sending another American
soldier overseas to fight a war in a for-
eign country over oil.

Well, the final word—and this is from
Representative RALPH HALL, a Demo-
crat from Texas, who said Tuesday in a
speech before the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce—and I quote:

I would drill in a cemetery if it kept my
grandkids out of body bags.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
f

RESTORING A NATIONAL COMMIT-
MENT TO MISSILE DEFENSE

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, in his re-
cent address to Congress, President
George W. Bush made it clear that, un-
like his immediate predecessor, he
strongly endorses the deployment of an
effective missile defense system capa-
ble of protecting the United States, its
allies and its forward deployed forces
from the growing threat of missile at-
tack. As someone who has long viewed
the deployment of missile defense as an
urgent national priority, I look for-
ward to working with President Bush
to achieve this vital national security
goal for America.

March 23 marks the 18th anniversary
of President Ronald Reagan’s historic
speech announcing his determination
to see America build a defense against
ballistic missiles. It is gratifying to
know that Reagan’s vision remains
alive today. As Reagan said in 1983:

What if free people could live secure in the
knowledge that their security did not rest
upon the threat of instant U.S. retaliation to
deter a Soviet attack, that we could inter-
cept and destroy strategic ballistic missiles
before they reached our own soil or that of
our allies?

I know this is a formidable technical task,
one that may not be accomplished before the
end of this century. . . . It will take years,
probably decades of effort on many fronts.
There will be failures and setbacks, just as
there will be successes and breakthroughs
. . . as we pursue a program to begin to
achieve our ultimate goal of eliminating the
threat posed by strategic nuclear missiles.

Now, 18 years later, at the dawn of
the new century, a renewed Presi-
dential focus on missile defense is ap-
propriate and necessary. The threat
posed by ballistic missiles and weapons
of mass destruction is very real and
growing. And as we have seen over
time, the technology to begin to meet
this threat is available, if we will make
the effort to aggressively develop it.
Today, President Bush promises to do
just that.

Unfortunately, the Clinton adminis-
tration squandered most of the last 8
years, failing to build a proper founda-
tion for the kind of robust missile de-
fense development and deployment
which the growing threat demands.
Wedded to the outdated 1972 ABM Trea-
ty, to the superstitions of arms control
and to greatly reduced defense budgets,
Clinton was consistently hostile to the

deployment of effective missile de-
fense. Here is a quick year-by-year re-
view of some of the highlights of the
Clinton administration’s dismal record
on missile defense.

1993: cut $2.5 billion from the Bush
missile defense budget request for fis-
cal year 1994; halted all cooperation
with Russia on a joint global missile
defense program; terminated the
Reagan-Bush Strategic Defense Initia-
tive program; downgraded National
Missile Defense to a research and de-
velopment program only; cut 5-year
missile defense funding by 54 percent
from $39 billion to $18 billion; re-
affirmed commitment to ABM Treaty,
saying any defense must be ‘‘treaty-
compliant.’’

1994: State Department official called
the ABM treaty ‘‘sacred text,’’ saying
‘‘arms control has more to offer our na-
tional security than do more weapons
systems. We look first to arms control
and second . . . to defenses;’’ declared
Theater High Altitude Area Defense
(THAAD) non-treaty compliant; placed
self-imposed limits on THAAD testing
to keep it ‘‘treaty-compliant.’’

1995: Placed self-imposed limits on
Navy Upper Tier system to keep it
‘‘treaty compliant;’’ politicized Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate (NIE) to
downplay growing missile threat; ve-
toed Defense Authorization bill requir-
ing missile defense deployment by 2003.

1996: Cut funding and slowed develop-
ment of THAAD and Navy Theater-
Wide systems, in defiance of the law—
the Defense Authorization bill—requir-
ing accelerated development; an-
nounced fraudulent ‘‘3-plus-3’’ program
for national missile defense: three
years to develop, plus three years to
deploy. (Later changed to ‘‘5 plus 3,’’
then ‘‘7 plus 3,’’ then dropped the ‘‘plus
3’’); reaffirmed ABM Treaty as the
‘‘cornerstone of strategic stability;’’
opposed and helped kill legislation
calling for NMD deployment by 2003.

1997: signed ABM Treaty agreements
with Russia which, if ratified by the
Senate, would: (1) reaffirm the validity
of the ABM Treaty banning effective
national missile defense; (2) sharply
limit the effectiveness of theater de-
fense systems; and (3) ban space-based
missile defenses.

Clinton never submitted these for
ratification, knowing they would fail
to get the needed 67 votes for ratifica-
tion.

1998: opposed and helped kill legisla-
tion calling for NMD deployment ‘‘as
soon as technologically possible;’’ dis-
puted the Rumsfield Commission’s as-
sessment of the growing missile threat,
arguing that there was no need to ac-
celerate missile defense deployment;
on August 24, Joint Chiefs Chairman
Henry Shelton wrote to me affirming
his assurance that U.S. intelligence
would detect at least three years’
warning of any new rogue state ICBM
threat; on August 31, one week later,
North Korea surprised U.S. intelligence
by testing a three-stage Taepo-Dong I
missile with intercontinental range,

demonstrating critical staging tech-
nology and rudimentary ICBM capa-
bility.

1999: delayed by at least two years
the Space Based Infrared System
(SBIRS) satellites designed to detect
and track missile launches necessary
to coordinate with any effective na-
tional missile defense system; emas-
culated the Missile Defense Act of
1999—passed by veto-proof majorities in
both houses—calling for deployment
‘‘as soon as technologically possible.’’
In signing the bill into law, Clinton
outrageously interpreted it to mean
that no deployment decision had been
made and that therefore he would
make no change in his go-slow missile
defense policy.

2000: cut funding for the Airborne
Laser (ABL) program by 52 percent
over 5-year period, but the cuts were
later reversed by Congress; allowed
Russia to veto U.S. missile defense
plans by making NMD dependent on
Russia’s agreement to modify the ABM
Treaty, but Russia would never agree;
postponed the administration’s long-
awaited NMD deployment decision
from June to September and then de-
cided to defer any decision indefinitely
to the next administration, insuring
that the entire eight years of the Clin-
ton presidency would pass without a
commitment to deploy national missile
defense.

The net result of this abysmal record
is that America continues to remain
completely vulnerable to missile at-
tack, despite growing threats. In the 8
years of the Clinton administration,
there was never a commitment to de-
ploy national missile defense. Instead,
there was a misguided ideological dedi-
cation to preserving the ABM Treaty,
whose very purpose was to prohibit ef-
fective missile defense. In essence, the
Clinton vision was exactly opposite of
the Reagan vision.

Today, the threat grows. Prolifera-
tion of missile and weapons technology
around the world proceeds at an accel-
erated pace. Under Clinton, weapons
inspectors were kicked out of Iraq;
Russia greatly increased its military
assistance to China; China was caught
stealing U.S. nuclear secrets; U.S. com-
panies were given a green light to help
improve the accuracy and reliability of
China’s nuclear missiles; China trans-
ferred missile and weapons technology
to North Korea, Iran, Iraq and others;
China threatened to absorb Taiwan;
and China threatened to attack the
United States with nuclear missiles.

The Rumsfeld Commission deter-
mined that new ICBM threats could
emerge in the future ‘‘with little or no
warning.’’ The Cox Commission deter-
mined that Clinton covered up or pre-
sided over some of the most serious se-
curity breaches in U.S. history, affect-
ing critical national secrets about vir-
tually every weapon in our nuclear ar-
senal and numerous military-related
high technologies.

The case for missile defense is more
compelling today than it has ever been.
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